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Present : Hon'ble Mr, D. Purkayastha, 'Jud.tcial Müer 

PRAALLAD GUCHAI T & ANR. 

VS 

1. UNION O INDIA, SERVILE IHROUGH 
THE GERAL MANAGER, 3. E. PLY,, 
GARDEN REACH, CALCUTTA v 43. 

" 	
2. THE DIVISIONAL RAILWAY MANAGER, 

S.F. PLX., KHARAGPUR, 

3 	$p DIVISIONAL PERSONNEL Oi'I CER, s. 	•PLY•, KHARAGPUR, 

4, ZU UiIEF P1T WAY INSPECIVR, 
S.F. PLY., PAN SKURA. 

For the applicants : Mr. A. Chakroborty, counsel' 

For the respondents : Mr. P.C. Saha, counsel 

- 	Hepd on $ 03.02.9 
ORDER 

O3029 

The case was tiled on 04.08.97. But respondents 

did not tile any reply till date. Ld. counsel Mr. Saha 

submits that his flne was excl 1ed t torn the panel of advocates 

recently prepared by the Railway Authorities for appointment 

and he was asked to retutn all the briefs to the department, 

Since he was not asked to return the file of this case he 

prays for time. I reject the prayer of adj ouzrment on that 

grounds and I take up the case for hearing, 

2e jr 	ëeling aggrieved by the speaking order passed by 

respondents in pursuance of - the directions of the Tribunal 
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by the order dated 13.6.96 in O.A.No.228 of 1996, the 

applicant filed this application for appointment of the 

applicant No. 2 on compassionate ground. AcoorW..ng to the 

applicants the said impugned speaking order is not sustainable 

in law since the applicant No.1 retired from serv'éce on 

medical ground and thereby his son was entitled to get 

appointment on compassionate ground and he tiled O.A. 228/96 

earlier for appointment of applicant No. 2. It is also 

alleged by the applicants that the reasons as stated in 

the speaking order dated 6*8*96(annexure' D/11  to the app.) 

is not sustainaDle. 

3. 	Mr. Saha did not argue on the ground stated above. 

I have gone through the speaking order and I tind that the 

case was considered by the respondents and that was rej ected 

solely on the ground that the applicant No.1 Sri Prahallad 

Guchait submitted an application for voluntary retirement 

from service. So, the applicant No.2 Sri Sridam Guchait 

is not entitled to get appointment on compassionate ground. 

Mr. Chakraborty id. counsel could not show me any rule 

showing that on retirement on medical ground ci on voluntary 

jiranant rom service1  the son or' relative of the railway 

employee is entitled to get appointment on compassionate 

ground. So, in absence of any specitic rule, I am of the 

view that the reasons shown by the respondents in the speaking 

order cannot be sid to be unsustainable and thereby the  

application is devoid of merit and liable to be diissed 

Accordingly, the application is dignissed awarding no costs. 

D. PUE(AYASLi) 
MiBER(J) 
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